Introduction
One of the central theoretical concerns of present-day linguistics is the question of whether grammatical knowledge represents an autonomous component of the human mind and is therefore independent of interactional (or any other nongrammatical) competence. I will argue in this paper that there are fundamental common features shared by interaction and grammar which suggest some kind of interdependence between the two. One of them is projectability. Human interaction rests on the possibility of projection; the grammars of human languages provide interlocutors with sedimentated and shared ways of organising projection in interaction.
I will propose a homologous mechanism of projection in interaction and in grammar.
The argument is based on examples from German (a mixed verb-second and verbfinal language) but can be easily transferred to other languages of a similar syntactic type (particularly verb-second languages have been shown to behave similarly). The application to consistent verb-final languages is outside the scope of this paper (but see Auer 1990 for Turkish and Couper-Kuhlen/Ono MS 2003 for Japanese).
Projection
By projection I mean the fact that an individual action or part of it foreshadows another. In order to understand what is projected, interactants need some kind of knowledge about how actions (or action components) are typically (i.e., qua types) sequenced, i.e. how they follow each other in time.
Each projection has a time-span. Investigating projection as a fundamental feature of language therefore forces us to foreground its temporality (cf. Auer, CouperKuhlen & Müller 1999 Ch. 1 ). An action (or action component) may project onto the timing slot immediately following it, and make some next activity (component) expectable in this slot. But it may also allow other things to happen 'in-between', before the projected unit legitimately can or should occur, and it may project more than one 'next' in a sequence. The term trajectory of a projection will be used to refer to the time-course over which it develops and comes to closure or resolution.
Projection contrasts with determination. A projection may fail to be realised, and the emerging structure fail to come to orderly completion by being either broken off, or changed mid-way. In interaction, participants are essentially co-involved in deciding over the fate of a projected 'next'. As Streeck puts it, projections "prefigure the next moment, allowing the participants to negotiate joint courses of action until, finally, a communication problem is solved collaboratively " (1995: 87) . It is exactly this feature which makes projection so essential. Communication without projection would be restricted to behavioural segments which are either independent events, or chained to each other as stimulus-response sequences, beyond the control of a speaker and recipient. The first alternative would be equal to saying that communicational events have no internal structure. As a consequence, complex verbal activities (monological or dialogical) would be impossible. The second alternative would allow for complex utterances, but imply that the course of events is entirely beyond coparticipants' control; it would enable them to predict the response following the stimulus, but it would not enable them to act with fore-sight (or Vor-Sicht), for there would be nothing they could do to prevent the course of events from happening.
The cognitive advantages of projection are also blatantly clear: while participants go through a phase of maximal planning during the early parts of a trajectory, in which emerging structures have to be constructed and understood, the amount of processing effort decreases during its course; usually, the final parts can be predicted. Projection therefore establishes some kind of cognitive rhythm: phases of maximal attention in the early phase of a trajectory alternate with phases of minimal attention in its later phase (cf. Auer/Couper-Kuhlen/Müller 1999: 15-16 ).
Projection has been one of the main foci of research in conversation analysis (cf. Schegloff, Ochs & Thompson 1996; Ford & Thompson 1996) . Various scales are involved, and have been investigated. On the largest level, there is action projection, which plays a prominent role in research on conversational "pres" (prefatory activities). In addition, there are "pres to pres" which open up a conversational space in which preliminary materials ("pres") can be included which are necessary for the proper understanding of the focal utterance itself (cf. Schegloff 1980) . Story prefaces, pre-invitations, pre-announcements etc. all share the ability to foreshadow an action (usually by the same speaker). They typically do the job of projecting something that may be rejected or receipted in a dispreferred way and which thereby is potentially face-threatening; through the use of "pres", participants have a chance to avoid this kind of embarrassment before it actually occurs, i.e. projection is the basis of prevention. Note that although the "pre" and the action itself are often produced by the same participant, the format routinely involves both participants, the 'announcer' and 'doer' of the focal activity, and the recipient who is required to provide at least some kind of minimal response to the "pre" or "pre-pre" (such as: sure after can I ask you a question?).
"Pres" project by noticeably being subsidiary (subordinated) to some focal activity (which, however, may not always be produced). However, action projection goes far beyond this and includes relations between 'coordinated' (instead of 'subordinated') activities as well. Most obviously, projection is involved in all adjacency pair formats, since the first pair part makes the second conditionally relevant. Needless to say that sequential formats may also include more than two elements (for instance three-step sequences in classroom interaction: teacher's question -pupil's answerteacher's evaluation).
Below this larger scope, projection is involved in the sequencing of smaller units which do not (in their own right) represent self-contained actions. 1 ; it plays a central role in Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson's well-known paper on turn-taking (1974).
Here, "sentential" turn constructional units 2 are described as being organized in such a way as to provide the recipient with a resource of projecting their (possible) completion; this means that they have an internal (linguistic: syntactic, semantic, prosodic) structure which projects their termination. 3 Jefferson (1974) The notion of an "action" is notoriously ill-defined in conversation analysis; however, in line with its ethnomethodological roots, a preliminary definition might be that an action is "accountable" whereas components of actions are not. The relationship between form and accountability is flexible. For instance, grammatical and even more so prosodic features of an utterance/action are not normally accountable. However, there are exceptions to this.
Couper-Kuhlen 1996:395ff discusses a pertinent example: a speaker who speaks in a hushed and subdued voice may be scolded for "not being cheerful" by the moderator in a radio phone-in programme; in this case, a contextualisation cue is foregrounded and becomes accountable. Accountability then is a feature of the situation itself.
2 As Selting 2000 Selting , 2001 points out the notion of a TCU is ambiguous. In a first sense which is exclusively related to turn taking, it is restricted to those units of speech which allow for turn transition when complete. In another sense also found in the literature, and advocated by Selting herself, TCUs are conceptualised as the linguistic building blocks of a turn which are defined by their internal structure but not their capacity of occasioning turn-transition.
Due to this ambiguity the term will not be used in the following discussion of projection.
3 Cf. Auer 1996 for a more recent account.
word) can be used for interactional purposes in those cases in which the projected word beginning is not delivered.
Both in the case of the "sentential" TCUs and in the case of phonological (segmental) projection, projection is no longer based on action type knowledge, but rather on grammatical knowledge (knowledge about structural regularities of a given language) (see section 3 below). In order to clarify the difference between interactional and grammatical projection, consider the following extract:
( and so do IP 6 and 7 (a sentential construction with a prolepsis or 'left dislocation').
Finally, IPs 1-4 combine into one disjunctive question. The prosodic segmentation of the extract therefore maps onto the syntactic segmentation as follows (numbers refer to IPs):
gibt-es-question relative clause prolepsis construction (6-7) discourse marker (6) prolepsis (6) sentence (7) simple sentence construction (10) The same applies to 1 and 2. IP 1, being the first part of a presentational construction, projects on syntactic grounds IP 3, and the first part of 6 (wissen sie 'you know'), a turn opener/discourse marker which occupies the pre-front field of the sentential construction (see below), projects something else to come on syntactic grounds, without specifying the type of syntactic construction to follow.
Extract (1) additionally contains a relative clause die sie haben 'who you have' in IP 1. It does not qualify as a self-contained IP, but rather as an expansion of the previous one (Auer 1996) into which it is retrospectively integrated. (Note the lack of a prosodic break and the absence of a nuclear pitch movement; instead, the relative clause is part of the coda/tail of the IP started in unit 1.) This relative clause is not projected grammatically (nor interactionally). Semantically, the expansion adds no meaning to the construction.
In sum, extract (1) contains action projection, content-based projection from one syntactical construction to another within these actions, and syntactic projection within constructions.
Projection in syntax
As outlined above, projection in interaction (such as in the case of prefatory activities, or adjacency pairs) is based on interactional knowledge. It works because we recognise, in its context, the type of a particular utterance, and because we know how such a type of activity is handled in sequential terms. It is not based on explicitly naming the upcoming activity (although this is sometimes the case: such as when the telling of a joke or a newsworthy event is announced); nor is it based on grammatical knowledge.
However, as the discussion of extract (1) has shown, projection can also be based on grammatical, and particularly on syntactic knowledge. 6 In grammatical research, the idea of looking at language as an on-line production, i.e. in terms of emerging 6 Other levels of linguistic structure can have projecting force as well, of course. For prosodic (in addition to syntactic) projection in concessive sequences, see for instance syntagmatic chains, is still relatively marginal. 7 The dominant theories of (generative) syntax imply a hierarchial (vertical) production mode, by expanding higher nodes in some kind of tree into lower ones, and they fail to take into account the 'deeper' a syntactic structure (i.e., the more hierarchically it is organised) the more projections tend to be in play, and the longer the stretches of speech over which speakers project may become. 8
With this in mind, let us have another look at the internal structure of the syntactic construction in extract (1) 
Projection in interaction and projection in syntax: structural parallels
When syntax is approached in this way, it is easy to see the structural parallels with projection in interaction.
Strength of projective force
Both in conversation and in syntax, projections vary in strength. The strongest projection in interaction prestructures a conversational slot uniquely. This is the case in some adjacency pair formats, such as in B's question in extract (1) On the syntactic side, we find a similar continuum. In German, for instance, a preposition prestructures the following slot in a highly compelling way (a noun phrase is bound to follow), while a syntactic pattern starting with a noun phrase leaves at least the choice between an interpretation as prolepsis and an interpretation as a front-field noun phrase. Some words, such as conjunctions like und 'and' or oder 'or', produced after a syntactic closure, leave all options open apart from not continuing, i.e. they project syntactic continuation in an extremely vague manner.
Pre-positioning
A conversational activitity may be prefaced by another activity leading on to (foreshadowing) it, as we have seen. In the same vein, grammatical constructions can be preceded by subordinated ones which could not stand on their own, and which by virtue of not being full constructions attach themselves in structurally looser or tighter ways to the subsequent main construction. They may consequently exert a weaker or stronger constraint on the syntactic structure to follow.
In addition to the prolepsis already discussed in the last section, a variety of German pre-front field structures are relevant in this context, some with phrasal, some with clausal syntax. In the following example, the pre-posed syntactic unit is an adverbial German nur is mostly used as a scalar adverbial, and as part of a noun phrase. It then projects a following noun phrase ([nur Peter] kam wie immer zu spät 'only Peter was late as always'). It can also be used as part of a predicate (ich kann nur schwimmen, nicht tauchen 'I can only swim not dive'). In both cases, the adverb is firmly integrated into the sentence structure. In extract (2), however, nur is preposed to a full-fledged German sentence, i.e. to das ist mit 'nem finanziellen Aufwand verbunden 'this implies a financial effort'. Semantically speaking, pre-front field constituents of this kind are framing devices for the following utterance; syntactically, they project little more than the fact that something else is going to follow (for nur on its own is syntactically incomplete). This 'next' may be a noun phrase, a sentence (as in (2)) or even a left brace element (when nur occupies the front field, as in: nur ist das mit einem finanziellen Aufwand verbunden).
In the following extract we find a similar pre-front field constituent, but this time the preposed syntactic structure has clause status: 
is of course the relationship between X-town and Leipzig
In this example, an on-going job interview is disturbed by the ringing of the telephone in the office of the interviewer where it takes place. The phone rings four times without being attended directly (indirectly, certain disfluencies in the applicant's turn can be attributed to its influence); only then does the interviewer apologise for it. The excuse Entschuldigung occurs in the middle of the applicant's turn, as an aside which is set off by reduced loudness. After having acknowledged it, the applicant continues the interrupted utterance. Neither topically nor sequentially is it integrated into the main line of the conversation.
There are, then, sequence expansions which are non-projected but nonetheless occur in a 'legitimate' position (such as Q-A sequences inserted into Q-A sequences), and asides which are equally non-projected but in addition disruptive to the on-going activity. The same can be observed in syntax, where we find a continuum between non-projected but syntactically licensed utterance segments to equally non-projected but audibly interruptive parentheticals.
A good example for a fully licensed internal expansion which is neither projected nor projecting is the 'floating' quantifier alle in extr. (1) 
.').
The speaker here employs the projecting force of the first clause in order to claim conversational space for herself. The inserted materials are not attached syntactically to either the adverbial subordinated nor to the main (matrix) clause.
They are free-standing parentheticals intervening between the projecting and the projected unit. 
(External) expansions
After a sequential or syntactic trajectory has reached its termination, further materials can be added by way of an (external) expansion of the already complete sequence or construction. Expansion means more than that something is said 'afterwards'; rather, what is added needs to bear some kind of relationship to the preceding structure.
15 Cf. Lerner (1996) ich AUCH.
so am I.
The exchange starts with a question-answer sequence in which S inquires whether H is going to go to a debate in the evening of the same day. H answers positively (mhm), and thereby closes the sequence. Beyond this already complete questionanswer sequence, she adds a non-projected explicit paraphrase of her mhm (ich komme 'I will'), and after a silence, an comment on her own expectations regarding this event (unheimlich gespannt drauf). This comments provides an assessment of the event which opens another conversational sequence because it invites a second assessment; this is indeed produced by S. Both the reformulation of the answer and the assessment (sequence) build on, and expand the prior question/answer sequence but are not projected by it.
In syntax as well, there are a variety of possibilities to expand a complete syntactic construction beyond its projectable end. An instance of a clausal expansion was already mentioned in the discussion of extract (1) is n docht der HOHL is.
16 The example is taken from Auer 1992 where an in-depth discussion can be found. Also cf. Schegloff 1996 and Auer 1996 for further discussion of such "increments".
is a wick which is hollow.
(1.0) der m bissl DICker is.
which is a little bit thicker.
des sin die des sin die KAbel.
these are they these are the wires.
All arrowed structures are preceded by complete syntactic constructions, each of them forming a syntactic construction of its own; to these, and beyond a syntactic trajectory, further elements are added, whose syntactic relationship with this preceding construction takes various forms: rund 'round' is an apposition to sonne
Hülse 'kind of a sheath', n massiver Docht 'a solid wick' is a repair on the previous phrase n Docht 'a wick' which adds a further specification (the adjective massiv), n dünner 'a thin one' is another expansion on Docht 'wick' which retrospectively introduces an attributive adjective into the noun phrase, and finally, der m bissl dicker 'which is a little bit thicker' is syntactically speaking a paradigmatic repair of the previous relative clause der hohl is 'which is hollow'.
Abandoned/broken-off projections
Finally, both interactional and syntactic projections can fail. In interaction a sequentially projecting activity may be followed by a non-fitting activity which visibly cancels the projection. An example can be found in extract (4), where the second inserted question weiss ers NEDde? 'does he not know' (Q3) starts an embedded sequence which is visibly non-attended to, and the sequence broken off, since the following answer to the superordinated question (Q1) makes a return into the embedded sequence impossible. 17 Other than in such broken off sequences, participants may lose coherence after internal expansions, and in a sense 'forget about' the projection which occurred before the expansion. It is unclear when individual forgetting turns into an interactionally ratified abandonment of a projection,
i.e. a recipient may wait for a projected second to come even though the speaker has long forgotten about it (or vice versa). What is clear though is that some projecting activities remain unattended to although this is not ( 17 One of the interactional reasons for which such break-offs occur can also be taken from the example: the answerer has at this moment various, conflicting obligations. In addition to Q3, Q1 -the initial, superordinated question of whether Thomas is going to the wine festivalneeds to be taken care of. A could have chosen to answer the questions in turn: 'yes he does know, and he thinks that Thomas won't go'. Alternatively, she can skip the embedded question and leave the answer to it to be inferred from the answer to the superordinated question.
yes ((etc., continues without a declaration of love by M being produced))
The male participant fails to produce a 'second' after F's declaration of love, and
instead embarks on what can be heard as a subordinated sequence investigating into the reasons for F's statement. The discussion of who is to blame for F's loving M continues for a while until the initially noticeable absence of a second declaration of love becomes (at some indeterminate point) interactionally irrelevant. 18
In syntax, a case of a syntactic break-off is observed, for instance, in extract (5) 
which means I do (-) in my field (-) and academically (-) I have to do with history
(-) also ich (.) eh
well I ehm
((telephone rings)) B: speziELL (.) ist es jetzt momentan deutsch JÜdische geschichte?
especially it is jewish history at the moment 18 Again, there are many reasons for which such 'distractions' should be systematic after a first declaration of love. It seems that on the one hand, seconds after such events have to occur without delay; otherwise, the second party will miss his or her chance to do a proper second (as does M in our extract). On the other hand, declarations of love are potentially embarassing events, and M's way of delaying an answer by asking a subordinated question would seem to be one way of dealing with this embarrassment, by shifting attention away from the interpersonal level. Cf. Auer 1988 for further remarks on declarations of love.
The matter is too obvious to need further exemplification and discussion.
'Forgotten' syntactic projections are relatively frequent after parentheticals or selfrepairs. Take, for instance, the following extract: (10) Since memory for form is much shorter than memory for content, speakers do not usually succeed in keeping on-going syntactic projects alive for a very long time.
Extract (10) demonstrates that longish parentheticals can be enough to detract the speaker from his syntactic project which is tacitly abandoned.
Ambiguities and transitions: between interaction and syntax
So far, I have argued that syntax and conversational structure share a central As expected in such an approach, the dividing line between grammatical and interactional projection is not always unambiguous. For instance, with regard to extr.
(2), it may be asked whether nur projects on the basis of its syntactic status or on the basis of being a (subsidiary) verbal activity in its own right which foreshadows disagreement. Clear cues for syntactic projection are, as argued above, rules of government, constituency, adjacency and serialisation. There can, for instance, be few doubts that the German preposition zu 'to' projects a dative noun phrase in this sense, even more so since the morphological case marking of the noun phrase (in the determiner: zu meiner Mutter 'to my mother') makes this syntactic relationship explicit. Nur in extr. (2), however, occurs at the periphery of the German sentence topology, and there is no overt morphological marking for the syntactic relationship between nur as a pre-front field constituent and the following structure. Finally, as outlined above, the projection achieved by a pre-front field constituent such as nur is not very forceful in structural terms: while we know what kind of activity it introduces (namely, in the present case, a counter-argument), we do not know what kind of syntax will be used in the following: any sentence-type will do.
Clear cues (tests?) for an action, on the other hand, would be that the utterance in question can be responded to by a co-participant's next action, that it can be contended, defeated and cancelled. For instance, second parties can refuse to produce a projected second activity by questioning the justification of the first, projecting one; first parties can give accounts, excuses or explanations for their activity, etc. But again, these criteria do not apply to our example: neither can the nur be responded to as such (since it does not constitute a turn constructional unit), nor can it be defeated, rejected or accounted for .
Although in that particular case, a detailed analysis makes the pendulum swing towards the syntax side, the example shows that there is no clear separation between syntax and interaction: in some cases activity type and syntactic type project at the same time.
In other cases, the same linguistic element can either constitute an independent action to be dealt with and responded to, or be a grammatical element of a syntactic 
I see
The interactional function of an address term when used as a summons is to establish a focussed interaction, i.e. to assure mutual availability for interaction. In extract (11), Sabrina uses Jürgen's name as an address term for this purpose, and her summons is reponded to by the summoned party.
But the same type of address term may also occur in the pre-front field in German:
(12) (Ro I,1 ) ((role played job interview, I = interviewers, A = applicant)) In extract (13), F asks M (in the first arrowed line) whether he will go to bed right after a scheduled meeting with his business partners this evening. This question and its subsequent positive answer are clearly preliminary activities foreshadowing (projecting) something else to come on the conversational plane (cf. the pre-pre 'now listen!'). In fact, the answer leads F to conclude (with a slight reproach) that she won't be able to have her usual imaginary glass of whiskey with M this evening.
Semantically, this conclusion is the apodosis in a conditional construction; its protasis follows from the prefatory question-answer sequences: 'if you go to bed immediately afterwards, I can't have my whiskey with you today'. But clearly, the conditional relationship is established through a series of self-contained conversational activities (question -answer -conclusion -challenge), each projecting the next.
Extract (14) at first sight seems to be organised in the same way. Again, a syntactic question is used as a first step in a sequence, but its function is quite different: Eva does not solicit information by it which is later used in the production of a different activity, but rather, the question in this case can be heard (and is heard) as a request or suggestion to get a plate; the subsequent activity dann kannst noch was mitessen 'then you can join us for dinner' is formally marked as an apodosis (dann) but functions as an account for the request. The fact that Uwe does not answer the 'question' supports the interpretation that this sequence is more tightly organised and comes closer to a monological format used by one speaker.
Pursuing this line further, German has grammaticalised the sequential (interactional)
format of a sequence-based conditional into a purely syntactic format. 19 In addition to the more usual present-day construction in which wenn introduces the protasis, the language has another conditional construction in which the protasis is marked by 19 The same phenomenon can also be observed in other languages such as Turkish (Auer 1990 
Conclusion
The relationship between interactional and grammatical structure is looked upon by many grammarians and conversation analysts as additive and complementary:
linguistic constructions (the 'output' of some kind of grammatical device) are considered to be the building blocks of turns and sequences. According to this view, grammarians analyze the construction principles of this device without considering how its 'output' becomes instrumental for interaction, while conversation analysts take their existence for granted and can proceed directly to their employment in interaction. There is a neat division of labour.
The counterproposal put forward in this paper is based on the assumption that grammatical and interactional structure are much more intimately intertwined. In order to argue for this assumption, it is necessary to search for the underlying principles which are relevant in both domains. In this paper, I have argued that projection is such a principle. The conclusion suggested by this parallel is that syntax can be seen (among other things) as the historical result of a sedimentation and (partly normative) regularisation of certain interactional projection techniques.
